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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

2. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Glinz 
(US 6,672,349, of record) and further in view of Rathke (US 5,826,320, of record) and 
Matsuo (JP 05016143, of record). 

Glinz substantially teaches the runflat support member (and associated method) 
of the claimed invention, including a ring torus or cylindrical shell component formed of 
an aluminum alloy (Column 4, Lines 10-30). The reference, however, is completely 
silent with respect to the method in which the aluminum ring torus is formed. Rathke, 
on the other hand, is broadly directed to a method of forming complex metallic 
workpieces using electromagnetic means, wherein such a means provides rapid, easy, 
and consistent production of said workpieces (Column 1 , Lines 5-15). One of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention would have found it obvious to form the ring 
torus of Glinz via the electromagnetic forming technique of Rathke for the reasons 
above. It is emphasized that Rathke is broadly directed to the manufacture of complex, 
metallic workpieces and thus is directly analogous to the aluminum workpiece (ring 
torus) of Glinz. 

While Rathke fails to include exhaust holes or vent holes, such a structure is 
extensively used in a wide variety of molding operations in order to remove air trapped 
between the mold and the article being formed, as shown for example by Matsuo. In 
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this instance, exhaust holes are provided in a tire molding operation. One of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention would have found it obvious to include vent 
holes in the tire manufacturing methods described above absent any conclusive 
showing of unexpected results. 

3. Claims 1 0-1 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Morinaga (JP 2002234304, of record) and further in view of Rathke and Matsuo. 
Morinaga is directed to an annular reinforcement structure (cylindrical shell) that is 
designed to, among other things, improve tire safety at the time of puncture (can be 
viewed as runflat tire support). The reference further teaches that said cylindrical shell 
can be formed of aluminum (Paragraph 36). The reference, however, is completely 
silent with respect to the method in which the aluminum cylindrical shell is formed. 
Rathke, on the other hand, is broadly directed to a method of forming complex metallic 
workpieces using electromagnetic means, wherein such a means provides rapid, easy, 
and consistent production of said workpieces (Column 1 , Lines 5-1 5). One of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention would have found it obvious to form the 
cylindrical shell of Morinaga via the electromagnetic forming technique of Rathke for the 
reasons above. It is emphasized that Rathke is broadly directed to the manufacture of 
complex, metallic workpieces and thus is directly analogous to the aluminum workpiece 
(cylindrical shell) of Morinaga. 

While Rathke fails to include exhaust holes or vent holes, such a structure is 
extensively used in a wide variety of molding operations in order to remove air trapped 
between the mold and the article being formed, as shown for example by Matsuo. In 
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this instance, exhaust holes are provided in a tire molding operation. One of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention would have found it obvious to include vent 
holes in the tire manufacturing methods described above absent any conclusive 
showing of unexpected results. 

As to claims 11 and 12, the cylindrical shell of Morinaga includes communicating 
holes 64. While the reference fails to expressly disclose the seize of said holes, one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have expected them to be 
relatively small as they are designed to provide communication means between 
adjacent chambers. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would 
have found it obvious to form the holes of Morinaga in accordance to the broad range of 
the claimed invention (0.5-10 mm). Lastly, applicant has not provided a conclusive 
showing of unexpected results to establish a criticality for the claimed hole dimensions. 
4. Claims 10-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dieckmann (US 6,619,350, of record) and further in view of Glinz, Rathke, and Matsuo. 

Dieckmann discloses a runflat support member comprising a cylindrical shell 
component and formed of, for example, a light metal (Column 10, Lines 25-35). While 
the reference fails to expressly disclose the use of aluminum, such a material is well 
recognized as a light metal that is commonly used in the manufacture of similar runflat 
support members, as shown fore example by Glinz (Column 4, Lines 10+). 
Furthermore, as to the specific method of forming the aluminum cylindrical component, 
Rathke describes an electromagnetic forming technique that is used in the manufacture 
of complex, metallic workpieces and teaches that such a method provides fast, efficient, 
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and consistent workpieces (Column 1, Lines 1-20). Thus, one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention would have found it obvious to form the cylindrical shell of 
Dieckmann from electromagnetically formed aluminum, in view of Glinz and Rathke. 

While Rathke fails to include exhaust holes or vent holes, such a structure is 
extensively used in a wide variety of molding operations in order to remove air trapped 
between the mold and the article being formed, as shown for example by Matsuo. In 
this instance, exhaust holes are provided in a tire molding operation. One of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention would have found it obvious to include vent 
holes in the tire manufacturing methods described above absent any conclusive 
showing of unexpected results. 

Regarding claims 1 1 and 12, the cylindrical shell of Dieckmann includes a 
plurality of recesses or holes through which a lubricant chamber extends (Figure 1). 
One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been able to 
appropriately select the dimension of said holes as long as the lubricant chamber is able 
to extend therethrough. Lastly, applicant has not provided a conclusive showing of 
unexpected results to establish a criticality for the broad range of the claimed invention. 

Response to Arguments 
5. Applicant's arguments filed January 17, 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that the exhaust holes in Matsuo are completely different from 
the exhaust holes of the present invention. More specifically, applicant contends that 
the exhaust holes of Matsuo are provided to forcibly discharge air trapped in a mold by 
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a negative pressure pump while the exhaust holes of the present invention are provided 
to discharge air intervening between the aluminum tube and the forming jig. In this 
instance, it is not required for the reference to identify applicant's benefit or reasoning 
for providing exhaust holes. It is further noted that it appears that both the claimed 
invention and Matsuo are directed to the inclusion of exhaust holes to eliminate air 
trapped between an object to be molded or shaped and the mold surface or jig. 

Applicant further argues that a hermetically sealed condition must be formed 
between the aluminum alloy and the mold in the method of Matsuo and the method of 
the claimed invention eliminates the need for such a sealed arrangement. The 
examiner respectfully disagrees with applicant's characterization with Matsuo. In 
particular, Matsuo does not provide a sealed arrangement between the article being 
molded and the mold surface or jig- the reference provides a sealed arrangement 13,14 
between the mold/jig 1 ,2 and an adjacent platen structure 6. Thus, in modifying the 
references with Matsuo, a hermetically sealed condition between the aluminum body 
and the mold/jig, which applicant describes as requiring tremendous effort, would not be 
necessary. 

In summary, Matsuo provides one example of a molding or shaping operation in 
which exhaust holes are provide to remove trapped air between an article being molded 
or shaped and the mold surface or jig. The fact that the method of Matsuo includes a 
negative pressure pump to assist in the removal of the entrapped air (through the 
exhaust holes) does not appear to be inconsistent with the claimed tire manufacturing 
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method. Lastly, it is emphasized that exhaust holes or vent holes are conventionally 
included in molding or shaping operations for the reasons detailed above. 

Conclusion 

6. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Justin R. Fischer whose telephone number is (571) 

272- 1215. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (7:30-4:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on (571) 272-1226. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Justin Fischer 

/Justin R Fischer/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1791 



